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counties with the unserved counties within the CMSA. This approacb is the
equivalent of the census tract approach, since in these cases the company appears
to be serving an entire county, but not surrounding counties.

17. For Toms River,D • consultant to the telephone company" provided zip code
identifications. However. there appeared to be errors in the data presented.
Therefore, ori&iDaJ zip code data from the ori&iDaJ source was obtained. The
comparison is between Toms River and the rest of the state of New Jersey, which
is the comparison made by the telephone company consultant.

N. RESULTS

18. OVERVIEW: Regardless of the type of data utilized I fOlmd • clear and
systematic patte.m of not serving some lower income areas, whicb turD out to be
much more beavily minority areas. Exhibit 1 summarizes the income data across
all of the cities studied. In virtually all cases, the areas served have a higher
income than the areas not served. Exhibit 2 summarizes the nce/ethnic data
across all of the cities served. In virtually all cases, the areas served have a lower
percentage of non-minority residents than the areas not served.U

Video DialleDe Smice to Selected Communities in OTani' COUD~. California, 'WPC-6913.

12 In the Matter of the Ai!Wcation of Pacific BeU for Authori~ pursuant to Section'
2]4 Of the COmmunications Act of 1934 and section 63.01 of the Commission's Rules and
Re~latiQnsc to 'onmet and Maintain AdVanced Telecommunications Facilities to Provide
Video Dialtone Service to Selected COmmunities in Southern San Francisco Bay Area,
CaUfomia, WPC-6914.

IS In the Maner of the AppUcation Of New JCTSe, Bell Ielt;lbone Company, for
Autbori~ Under Sectiog 2]4 oftbe COmmunications Act Of 1934, as Amended, to Construct
O+terate, Own and Maintain AdVanced Fiber O$ic Facilities and ~jpmeDt to Provide Video
Dialtope Service Within a Geoua:phicaJJv Defined Area in Dover Township Ocean coug~, New
Jmey, WPC-6840.

Futurevision of America Corporation, press briefmg materials.

U The only two instances in ".hicb these results to do not bold are for the income
caJc~latioD in the suburbs of Indianapolis and the minority comparison for the suburbs of Denver.
These results are 1iJceJy to due the faet that these comparisons are based on a very small minority
population in Indianapolis and a small number of suburban areas served relative to the total
suburbs in Denver.

s
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19. One can observe the video diaJtone applicants' pattern ofunderserving low income
and/or minority areas which pick I whole county out of I region - such as Bell
Atlantic's Washington area dialtone or PacTel's Orange tounty and South Bay
proposal. For example, in Bell Atlantic's proposal for the WashingtOn D.C. area,
one can observe the pattern of underserviDg Jow iDcome or minority areas in Bell
Atlantic's failure 10 serve the entire District of Columbia and Prince George's
County, both of which contain large minority populations. Bell Atlantic cbose
instead to serve MODtgomery County Maryland and Northern Vu-ginia, areas that
have hiper incomes and lower percentages of minorities thaD in the unserved
IJ'W. Moreover, even when I analyze separately areas in VU'ginia and MarylaDd
that fa]) withiD the Washington D.C. metropolitan area I observe the same pattem.
Areas that are served have higher income and lower percentages of minorities in
the served areas.

20. This patterD of underserving lower income and minority areas is also observable
in video dialtone proposals that select wire centers within I county or city - such
as the U.S. West and Ameriteeh proposals. In these wes, I have relied on
exchange level or census tract data and find that the lowest income areas are Dot
served and the areas served have higber income and lower percentages of
minorities than the areas which are not served.

21. DETAn.ED COMPARISONS: Furthermore, in trying to defend itselfapinst the
issues raised in the Petition to Deny filed by the Center for Media Education and
CoDSUmer Federation ofAmerica, U S West' provides income data an exchange­
by-exchange basis. When combined with the exchange maps provided in the
initial filing, this income data shows that the poorest two or three wire centers in
the center city are never served (see Exhibits 3-5). These wire centers are alWl)'S
right at the core of the area that is being served. Generally, these are areas cut
out of central ones. The rest of the maps are made up of suburbs with one or
two high income suburbs being seNed. These maps corroborate in a graphic lI.'1y

the strong impression that CMElCFA originally had that the companies bad
skipped over certain low income/minority neigbborhoods in center cities.

22. I also was able to identify I similar pattern in lDdianapolis and San Diego based
on the maps made available. Many lower income, minority areas are not served
even thougb they are contiguous to areas that are served. In these two cases the

If In tile Maner·of the AppJjcation ofU S West Communications Inc" for AuthpriG'
llnder Section 214 of the Communications Act of 1934, as Amended, to Conmua Operate Own
and .Maintain Facilities and EQujpment to Provide Video Dia]tone Service in portions of the
PonJand, Orc~on, Denver Colorado, and MiMeapoliS-Sl, Paul, MiMcsOta, Sen;'! Areat WPC­
6919, 6921, 6922; Petition to Deny of Center for Media Education and Consumer Federation
of America and Opposition of U S West.

6
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summary statistics. particularly for minorities, show large differences between
. served and unserved areas.

23. A similar pattern is observable in the Ameritech proposal in the Chicago area, as
Exhibit 6 shows. One small. low income predominantly minority neighborhood
is served, but the vast majority of such areas are not.

24. This geop-aphic patteI'DS in the maps have an important implication. Denver.
Exhibit 3, provides a dear picture. RiJht at the center of the map are three
cxchaDges with very low incomes which are not served. These are tbe lowest
iDcome exchanges anywhere in the area covered by this map. Contiguous to these
exchanges are exchanges with incomes between 2S percent and 90 per~t higher
which are served. The fact that these lower income/minority areas which have
not been served are contiguous to and in some cases virtually surrounded by areas
that have been served makes it highly unlikely that there are technological or
geographic issues involved. nese unserved exchanges are almost certain to have
deployed for telecommunications purposes similar technology to that deployed for
the areas which are served.

~LC1(J~
ark N. Cooper

Subscribed and sworn to before me this ~ t day of May, 1994.

.~'fj. t7v-~
My Commission Expires Oc~~1 Iqq(0
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EXHIBIT 1:
SUMMARY INDICATORS OF ELECTRONIC REDLINING,
INCOME IN SERVED AND UNSERVED AREAS

CHARACTERISTIC COMPANYIARI:.A
VIDEO DIALTONE STATUS
'SERVED UNSERVED

AVERGB AMERI1"ECH
HOUSEHOLD ClDCAGO 51,100 35,265
INCOME

BELL ATLANTIC
WASHINGTON METRO 66,879 48,615

MARYLAND METRO 68,007 48,435
VIRGINIA METRO 66,020 53,805

TOMS RIVER (NJ) 34,200 37,430

PAC'TEL
ORANGE COUNTY 57,302 46,237

SOUTH BAY 57,913 50,161

SAN DIEGO 51,322 42,080
CENTERCTY 43,627 36,589
SUBURBS 64,489 44,427

US WEST
POR11..AND METRO 29,949 27,665

DENVER METRO 39,209 38,212
CENTEROTY 32,178 29,S18

.SUBURBS 38,724 41,686



COMPANY/AREACHARACTERISTIC

EXHIBIT 2:
SUMMARY INDICATORS OF ELECTRONIC REDUNING,
PERCENTAGE MINORITY IN SERVED AND UNSERVED AREAS

VIDEO DlALTONE STATUS
SERVED UNSERVED

PERCENTAGE MINORITY
(BLACK AND AMERITECH
HISPANIC) INDIANAPOUS METRO

CENTERCTY
SUBURBS

CHlCAOO

11.1
16.7
1.6

1.6

18.4
35.7

.4

22.1

BEll ATLANTIC
WASHINGTON METRO

MARYLAND METRO
VIRGINIA METRO

TOMS RIVER (N])

PACl'EL
ORANGE COUNTY

SOUTIiBAY

SAN DIEGO
CENTER CITY
SUBURBS

17.4
19.6
15.8

2.0

15.9

14.6

10.8
11.2
6.2

44.0
44.4
17.1

12.4

24.8

19.4

19.1
24.5
17.9

us WEST
DENVER

CENTER CITY
SUBURBS

11.8
15.5
6.4

13.5
33.4
9.3
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PROPOSED AREA OF
DEPLOYMENT FOR

VIDEO·DIALTONE SERVICE

, •••••• 4 Af ••
I •• Dt ... ' •••• '
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PERCENT MINORllY ANALYSIS
INITIAL DEPLOYMENT Of VIDEO DJALTONE SERVICE

(RILLY AffEClED MUNICIPALITIES)

o

Miles

5 10

KEY

~ fULlY AffICfm MUNlCItAUfIfS

o IIINOIII1AlE IOUHDAIY

PERCENT MINORIlY

(UH 0% 10 5%....

• 5%1020%.

• 20% to 40%

• .% to 40%

II 40% to 100%

PI.paled by. PJ s;,..... lMf.tCI-G'QtIlaM:lI

Z sf_1 '9 .1.1(111001



I)!CI.AltATION OF AN'l'BONY L. PKAJUt

I. BACKGROUND

1. My name is Anthony L. Pharr, and I reside at 619 Longfellow
street N.W., Washington, D.C. I am legal counsel for the
cOlUllunications Advocacy Program of the Office of Communication
of the Onited Church of Christ.

2. I .. a .ember of the ):)ar of the District of ColUDbia. I
graduated from Boston University School of Law in 1976. I
have a B.A. degree in political science from Tufts University.

II. FINDINGS RELEVANT TO THE PETITION FOR RELIEF

3. I have closely examined the demographics of the video dialtone
service area proposed by Ameritech for the state of Illinois.
An analysis of 1990 census information for the 28
municipalities proposed to receive full video cHaltone service
shows that the median household income of 26 of those
municipalitie. exceeds the household median income of the
state of Illinois. Furthermore, minorities account for less
than the state-wide average in 22 of the municipalities. The
extent of the bias towards upper-income and non-minority
communities is illustrated in graphs I and II.

4. Graph I shows that the median household income of 3
municipalities that will receive video dialtone is in the $60
to $65 thousand range, 13 in the $45 to $60 thousand range,
and 10 in the $32.3 to $45 thousand range - 26 municipalities,
in total, whose median household income exceed the state
median income of $32,252.

5. Graph II shows that minorities account for 0 to 5 percent of
the popUlation in 8 municipalities that will receive video
dialtone service. In 14 municipalities, minorities account
for 5 to 20 percent of the popUlation. Minorities represent
25.5 percent of the popUlation in Illinois overall.

,. The accompanying maps show the location of the proposed
service area (striped area) vis a vis the minority population
and median household income of the general area. In many
instances the proposed video dialtone service area exactly
borders communities that are predominantly low-income and/or
minority.

III. CONCLUSIONS

7. Based upon the census tract analysis, I have concluded that
the service area proposed by Ameritech tends to exclude
communities with median to high concentrations of minorities
and low-income residents. The only exception to this pattern
is the Harvey community located on the south side of Chicago.



8. The extent of the bias towards non-minority and economically
affluent neighborhoods is underscored by the location of the
service area which has been drawn to exclude many low-income
and minority populations located on its fringes. The
inclusion of the predominantly Black Harvey neighborhood is
overshadowed by the remaining 95 percent of the service area
which generally follows a pattern of low-income and minority
exclusion.

xv. METHODOLOGY

9. A list of the fully served municipalities was obtained from
the Ameritech proposal to provide video cUaltone service.
Partially served municipalities contained in the application
were excluded from the analysis, because it was impossible to
determine what portions of those communities would receive
service.

10. computer software containing 1990 census data was used to
determine the median household income and minority percentage
for each of the fully served municipalities (see chart I).
This data provided the information to develop qraphs I and II.

11. Atlas Geographic Information Systems mapping software was
programmed to generate the maps of the Chicago area. The
demographic database of the software contained 1990 census
information for the zip codes of each of the municipalities
examined.

I declare under penalty of p.er2,ury that the foregoing is true
and correct. Executed on the 12 I/of May of 1994.



CliAIlT 1

MlDIU 1IDUa........... __ ........ 1U1tOIU'I'Y ND i'C*II....ANlC ....1'1'8 or aa.ICft:D ftoACU III ILLIMOla MIl MICIIICWh
. 1"0

-- ---- - ---_.._---_....--
~~..~-- ICDIU IICUsaIOLD IIIOOKE ItillCall'V **!!!!'!!!.!C _1ft.............. -- -IL1UOIS--'--- 35.552.00 29.61 10.39ELClta

~..!!.ETI' 51."11.00 8.42 91.58

~~."Ir 48,'65.~ 1.8t 92 •.~
~~.!.~~ . 50,C86.~ '.10 9~.:.!!-

~!A.gt.!!lRC '4',.26.00_ 11.31 _88.6_!-. .
RAllVIY 2~,191.00 86.38 IJ.6~_-BOLllIICaIOOIt 46.1'1.~_1-. 26.43 73.~~
~T 43, ~50.~ 3.36 '6.'4-
PLAnPI~1D • $43, ";09.00_ l.95 ~8.~~

!.~CVILL3 S.2~J.00 1•• 10 85.?~

~IORT 15.<58••00 -J.8!... '6.19
KOlCEMA 42,!8Z.00 2.U 91.a.!-
ORLAMD PA.U ~Sl.185.00 -- 6.li 9~ ..a:L---N.!..__~.!'Ox S.3,(65.0~ 2-:.!Lo ~n.'5

I'RMlICFOR'r 6O.t..!~0 3.18 !~·8.L.
~o~.~ 30.~65.00 :lS.Ol 64-..!!-
~RA 3~,.(Jl.00 35.89 6t.1L--_ ..- .. • .
",,~RVILLB ~61.~80.0.:.0 ~!.!Il 91.19
!I!~I!RJlNVI.!i!!. • 54~.lnll.00 8~1 !U.6.~_

WEST allCACO . iJ2L."O-'!.~~ 3.].50 66.50.-.. - --
CItNEVA 549, "3.00 2.16 91.24-----
~~- ~52,~·o!'_·OO 8.~5 91.!_5~_

~-~I£~Y" SS2.(J".~_ -~.~ 92. ~!L
~"I'C!!...!!!lG11a S~L~4~.OO '?O'l 9:1.93

~I!~I!O_ 19.E4!~ 14.1.1 ~_~.2~

!.~_~VK 4",f61.00 • 1':'-=-~8 ~~..:.~}-
~!ILS.!!!!CII

. . 58,!:36.00 1.0" 9Y~_

~I!'!.~ ~,132.oo 1 ••16 96-:..Boo!-
MIC11JOA11

~ S}5,';9.~~ --1.58 '6.4.2_
.1Jl.~1ltC11AK SS.,.E,l.OO 2.61 , '''.33

,or'" .' IOUIICI, ILCA ...,. NIl UIJMCII NID lVawATJOII noM lIJO U••• c••aua
to



........... ...

ILLINOIS VIDEO DIALTONE MUNICIPALITIES
GROUPED BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME RANGE

(Fully Served Municipalities)

Income Ranges

$60k - $65k

$45k- $60k
•;

$32.3k • $45k

,

$20k - $32.3k

:',;:. . ';':n::';':;r~~\\;1:f:~~;;(j" ;1;:.;::::: . ;:

"! .

13

.'
":' '.

.'.. :~: ::.': , .:: :" ~~:!
. . ':

14,0 2 4 6 8 10 12

.'
Municipalities per Range

Data: Ameritech Video Dailtone application; 1990 Census
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ILLINOIS VIDEO DIALTONE MUNICIPALITIES
GROUPED BY PERCENTAGE MINORITY RANGE

(Fully Served Municipalities)

% Minoriiy Ranges

0%-5%

5%-20%

20% -:"40%

60%-100%'

.:.; .
,. ", ',"

j'::

14

..

':

. ;.

.'. :;

::F ;;:'

o 2 4 6 8 10 12 14, 16

Municipalities per Range

.Data: Ameritech Video Dailtone application; 1990 Census
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PERCENT MINORIlY ANALYSIS
INl11Al DEPlOYMENT OF VIDEO DlALTONE SE1MCE

(FUllY AFFECTED MUNIOPAlmES)

o

Miles

5 10

KEY

~ ....., AlWCilD MUNlCl'AUnIS

o U~ StAlIlOUMOAIY

PERCENT MIHORnY

rtij:i K to 5%
JI •• :'·

• 5" to 2K

• M to ~""

• .". to dO%

• QJ% 10 100%

Pr.pared by. PJ SImonIr o.mo-c~
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v. PROPOSED ANTI-REDLINING LEGISLATION



PROPOSED ANTI-REDLINING AMENDMENT

I SEC. 210B NONDISCRIMINATORY ACCESS AND DEPWYMENT OF
2 ADVANCED COMMUNICATION SERVICES

3 "(a) PROHIBITION OF DISCRIMINATION. - It shall be unlawful for

4 any telecommunications carrier with market power to refuse to provide

5 access to or deploy telecommunications services with either the

6 purpose or effect of discriminating on the basis of race, national

7 origin, income, or residence in a rural area. Evidence of a pattern

8 of under-representation of members of classes protected by this

9 section in the deployment of telecommunication services shall

IOconstitute the effect of discrimination for the purpose of this

Iisection. Nothing in this section shall be construed to require the

12imposition of a quota.

13 "(~) SOBMISSION OF PLAN FOR PROVISION OF SERVICE. As a condition

140f receiving or renewing a license, franchise, permit or other

ISauthorization to provide telecommunications service, each telecommu­

16nications cartier shall SUbmit, to the responsible regulatory

17authorities, a plan and periodic reports demonstrating compliance with

18subsection (a). Plans and periodic reports shall include all relevant

19tract-Ievel census data in a standard form to be prescribed by the

2OCommission. There shall be opportunity for public review of said

21plans and reports, however, the Commission shall adopt procedures for

22the protection of proprietary information carriers submit in

23compliance with this section from access by competitors.

24 "(e) ROLEMAKING BY THE COKMISSION. Within one year after the date

2Sof enactment of this section, the Commission shall complete a



I rulemaking procedure for the purpose of prescribing regulations that

2 set forth the requirement, for compliance with this section, an annual

3 certification of compliance with the provisions of Bubsection (a), and

4 procedures for monitoring and enforcement. In establishing the

5 requirements for compliance with subsection (a), the Commission shall

6 consider the best means of ensuring prompt availability of services at

7 the lowest possible cost to members of the classes protected in

8 subsection (a), as compared to availability of services provided to

9 other inhabitants of the same local area. The Commission shall

IOimplement this section in accordance with the law as it existed on

11.1une 4, 1989, with respect to the concept of "business necessity" and

12"alternative means".

13 "(4) DEPINITIONS.- For the purposes of this section:

14i. the term "quota" shall mean a fixed number or percentage of persons

ISof a particular race, national origin, or income, or a fixed number or

16percentage of residents of a rural area, which must be attained, or

17which cannot be exceeded, to which a service must be offered.

18i1. the term "market power" shall mean, with respect to a specific

19service offering, the potential or demonstrated ability to dominate

2Ofactors affecting competition, such as, but not including, price,

21choice and quality of service either as a single competitor or in

22conjunction with other competitors.
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